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During the interview, Examiner suggested limitation of "control unit 
comprising charge pressure setting processor" instead of "charge pressure 
setting processing portion" in claims 1 and 5 to overcome the rejection under 
112, second paragraph. Also discussed the pressure difference values come up 
with respect to the claim and applied reference (Takizawa); and that the 
specification indicates that pressure difference values previously set 
reference pressure value (alpha). 



